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1. Introductions  

a. Attendees were asked to introduce themselves - including their role and why they 

chose to attend tonight. Additionally, attendees were allowed to use this time to 

announce any opportunities they were aware of, for example: editing a special issue, 

looking for graduate students, etc.  

b. One member, Amber Seidel, mentioned that she is the chair-elect for the Families and 

Health section. She encouraged members to submit symposia to this section for next 

year. Additionally, she mentioned the possibility of sponsoring military content during 

the next meeting.  

2. Overview of Research Proposal Award  

a. This year was the first year of the Military Families and Children Proposal Award. 

Because of this, we spent time informing members of the process and soliciting 

feedback for next year.  

b. We considered all military-focused proposals that were accepted for NCFR conference. 

We received a list of 23 abstract submissions from NCFR. We omitted two TCRM 

submissions and one submission that was submitted by the Military Families and 

Children focus group’s co-chair. Thus, 20 abstract submissions were evaluated.  

c. These 20 abstract submissions were blinded, and each reviewed by two reviewers. Prior 

to reviewer assignment, conflict of interest was determine using the criteria listed on 

this slide. Reviewers had approximately two weeks to evaluate the abstract 

submissions.  

i. Conflicts of interest were determined if reviewer was… 

1. Involved with the organization of a section 

2. First author’s advisor 

3. Co-author on proposal  

4. At university of first author  

d. Once reviews were completed, the abstract submissions were divided into two groups 

based on the distinction of the first author: Student/New Professional (SNP) and 



Professional. New Professional was determined if the first author was within 5 years of 

earning their PhD.  

e. Reviewers scored each abstract submission according to each of these 8 categories.  

i. Background: Clear links between the problem posed and existing knowledge  

ii. Theory: Appropriate, easy to identify, and clearly connected  

iii. Aim: Clearly articulated research question, aim, or hypothesis  

iv. Methods: Appropriate and sound research approach  

v. Findings: Relevance and significance for the military family field  

vi. Discussion: Discussion of implications and applications to future research, 

practice, theory, or policy  

vii. Quality: Writing is professional, concise, and easy to understand  

viii. Overall Impression 

1. The Overall Impression category was a more subjective category that 

allowed reviewers to consider circumstances of the abstract submission 

that were not included in the other categories.  

f. Reviewers were also allowed space to provide additional comments on each category. 

All comments provided were used while evaluating the recipients of the award.  

g. We adopted the same scoring rubric as NCFR. 

i. 1: Weak (D/F) 

ii. 2: Fair (C) 

iii. 3: Good (B) 

iv. 4: Very good (A-/A) 

v. 5: Excellent (A+) 

h. Final scores were calculated using each reviewer’s scores.  

i. Reviewer scores were created by summing and averaging scores for each 

reviewer and abstract submission. Total scores were created by summing and 

averaging all 16 items across two reviewers (8 scores from each reviewer).  

i. We evaluated both final scores (i.e., averaged and summed) for each abstract 

submission and determined the submissions that had highest scores at the SNP and 

Professional levels. We then evaluated the reliability between both reviewers’ scores to 

confirm that there was agreement on the quality of submissions. Upon examination of 

the average and summed scores, there was the same rank ordering of the reviews.  



j. We discussed changes to the review process for next year. The reviewers provided 

some feedback on the review process. Their suggestions will be incorporated for next 

year.  

i. Overall impression: We will be adding more variability to the ”overall 

impression” category (1 – 10).  

ii. “Desk reject”: This year, we attempted to receive the scores that were 

assigned to each abstract submission during NCFR’s review process. If we had 

access to these scores, we could assign only the top reviews to be evaluated by 

focus group members. Kayla Reed-Fitzke mentioned that one downside to this 

process might be that the reviewers determining these scores might not be a 

military family and child scholar. Additionally, we would need to determine 

how to score symposium submissions (NCFR assigns 1 score per submission; we 

assigned evaluated abstract as a separate submission).  

1. Amber Seidel mentioned that for the Issues in Aging Focus Group, she 

reached out to each section’s chair to receive the scores for the abstract 

submissions. She also mentioned that this focus group reviews all of 

the aging-related submissions. When the section chairs receive the list 

of submissions, Amber would receive a list of aging-related submissions 

and she would assign the reviews to the focus group members. This 

works because focus group members volunteered to be reviewers of 

proposals.  

2. We discussed if this was something that our members were interested 

in. Individuals were encouraged to provide feedback regarding this 

process or review next year in the Qualtrics link that was circulated 

after the meeting. Alternatively, Christina Marini and Kayla Reed-Fitzke 

have volunteered to conduct a “triage sweep” to determine which 

abstract submissions should be considered for the award.  

iii. Symposium versus individual submissions: A few reviewers mentioned that 

the structure of symposium and individual submissions might bias the 

reviewers’ scores.  

1. To address this, we evaluated differences between scores in the 

individual and symposium abstract submissions using independent t-



tests. There was one significant difference between scores in the theory 

category. Abstract submissions in the symposium submissions were 

rated higher in regard to use of theory. These results indicate that there 

might not be such a systematic difference between the submission 

types. These results make sense because paper ideas are usually more 

developed at time of submission, so the chair knows how all the papers 

relate.  

k. Thank you to all of our reviewers!  

i. Kale Monk 

ii. Stacy Hawkins 

iii. Kyle Kostelecky 

iv. Mallory Lucier-Greer 

v. Anthony Ferraro 

vi. Christina Marini 

vii. Kayla Reed-Fitzke 

l. Members interested in being a reviewer next year should contact Christine McCall 

(cemccall@purdue.edu). 

3. Recipients of Research Awards 

a. We announced the two recipients of the research award this year:  

b. Davina Quichocho is the award winner at the Student/New Professional level. She is a 

doctoral student at Auburn working with Mallory Lucier-Greer. She received this award 

for her work, “Interparental Conflict & Adolescent  

Siblings’ Anxiety in Military Families 

c. Dr. Catherine Walker-O’Neal is the award winner at the Professional level. She is an 

Assistant Research Scientist at the University of Georgia. She received this award for 

her work, “Military Contexts, Coping Processes, and Well-Being:  

The Case of Military Members and Their Civilian Spouses” 

4. We wanted to spend some time discussing plans for next year’s conference. Members were 

instructed to provide thoughts and suggestions for next year’s focus group in the Qualtrics 

Survey sent out after the meeting.  

mailto:cemccall@purdue.edu


a. Collaborating with another focus group: There is often overlap with what military 

researchers study with the scope of other focus groups. Here are a few ideas of how we 

might collaborate with other focus groups during the next conference.  

i. Extension Network Focus Group 

1. Family Stressors 

2. Parenting 

3. Interventions/Program Evaluation 

ii. Families and Technology Focus Group 

1. E-communication 

2. Online community support 

iii. Social Justice Network Focus Group 

1. Mental health 

2. Abuse/Assault/Neglect 

iv. Work and Family Focus Group 

1. Couple/Family Satisfaction and Functioning 

2. Reintegration and Military Satisfaction 

b. Speaker for next year: We solicited suggestions for a speaker in Fort Worth next year. 

Feel free to reach out to Christina or Kayla with suggestions.  

i. Jay Mancini provided a suggestion for a focus of a future meeting, specifically 

regarding theoretical perspectives of military family life and processes.  

c. Reviewing proposals as a focus group: We discussed if there was any interest in 

reviewing proposals as a focus group next year.   

d. Symposium interests & Proposal themes: We conducted a thematic analysis of 

research topics in military-related proposal to assist in planning symposia for next year.   



i.  

5. Panel Discussion: Drs. Valerie Stander and Hope McMaster of the Naval Health Research 

Center joined us for a discussion on the Millennium Cohort Family Study 

a. Dr. Stander is the Principal Investigator for the Millennium Cohort Family Study 

research team. Her research focuses on interpersonal violence, substance abuse 

prevention, self-help for returning veterans, and effects of multiple traumatic exposure 

and combat experiences.  

b. Dr. McMaster is a Senior Research Psychologist at The Henry M. Jackson Foundation 

for the Advancement of Military Medicine. She has been involved in multiple 

components of the MilCo Family Study including design, development, and 

implementation. 

 

 


